[January ate destined to be conductors of sensation, and others for motion, yet, " to what a monstrous solecism in pathology,' says he, " would the doctrine lead, that the heart is independent of the brain, because its action continues for a period after the brain and spine are removed?or that the muscular action is a distinct and inherent property of that texture, independent of the nervous, which is only one of its stimuli!" Taking the word independence in its common acceptation, as applied to two nations or two individuals, it is perfectly ridiculous, when pressed into the service of physiology, and was a very unhappy expression to select. The heart is no more independent of the brain, than the brain is of the heart. The function of one cannot exist without the other. All the vital viscera, in short, mutually assist and derive support from each other, and the destruction of one must inevitably prove the destruction of the others. But, notwithstanding this mutual dependence on one another, there is still a kind of independence attached to each. The heart has its function to perform, and has its peculiar nerves ?so has the stomach, and so on. In perfect health and tranquillity, therefore, these organs appear to carry on their duty with little interference from others. But let the function of one be disturbed, and almost instantly the functions of all the others are influenced in one way or other. Let the heart cease, as in syncope, and see what will become of the sensorial functions?let the cerebral functions cease, and see how long respiration, digestion, and circulation will go on* While we agree with Mr. Travers that " facts of every day's occurrence speak a language far more explicit than that which is extorted by artificial and unavoidably imperfect contrivancesand that " no result has yet appeared to invalidate the fundamental truth that the brain in totality holds 
